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Introduction 
The CGIAR agreed to strengthen its evaluation activities as part of its reform package 
endorsed at its October 1994 meeting and the special Ministerial-Level Meeting held at 
Lucerne, Switzerland in February, 1995. Strengthening evaluation was recommended, among 
others, by the Study Panel on Governance and Finance established by the CGIAR Chairman 
and by the CGIAR’s Oversight and Steering Committees. The Action Program adopted at the 
Ministerial-Level Meeting requests the CGIAR to “strengthen the assessment of its performance 
and impact by establishing an independent evaluation function reporting to the CGIAR as a 
whole.” ’ 
Concurrent with these developments, the Public Awareness and Resource Mobilization 
Committee (PARC) of the Center Directors Committee established an Impact Assessment 
Task Force, mainly for exploring ways of generating more systematically information on the 
impact of the CGIAR to meet the needs of donors and others.’ 
This note aims to contribute to the current discussion of evaluation matters within the 
CGIAR by providing background on types of evaluation, reviewing the evolution of evaluation 
activities in the CGIAR, highlighting the weaknesses and gaps in the System, and analyzing 
options for strengthening the function. It is intended to serve as background information for the 
CGIAR Chairman and an input to discussion of the subject by various CGIAR committees. 
’ CGIAR, Renewal of the CGIAR: Declaration and Action Program, Statement adopted at the CGIAR 
Ministerial-Level Meeting, Lucerne, Switzerland, February 9-10, CGIAR Secretariat, Washington, D.C, 
1995. 
* More specifically, the Task Force has been asked to: (1) assess what centers are currently doing in 
impact assessment, the methodology they follow, and the data available; (2) determine what impact 
should be assessed (including to serve as an instrument of accountability) and at what level (international 
research, CGIAR, centers); (3) bring together expertise from within (including TAC) and outside the 
CGIAR to develop a systematic and systemwide methodology and process of impact assessment; (4) link 
impact assessment with public awareness and resource mobilization; and, (5) propose a mechanism for 
systematic impact assessment.” (Per Pinstrup-Andersen memorandum dated November 14, 1994.) 
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Evaluation Activities 
. 
m the CGIAR 
There is a strong evaluation tradition within the CGIAR. This is in part due to demands 
from the donors for information on the results attributable to their financial contributions to the 
System, i.e., the efficiency and effectiveness with which the centers have used these 
contributions. 
The literature on evaluation classifies evaluation into types such as: 
0 formative vs. summative evaluation 
0 input vs. process vs. output evaluation 
0 output vs. outcome evaluation 
a ex-ante vs ex-post evaluation. 
These are defined in some detail in Annex A. With the material in Annex A as a background, 
the types of evaluation conducted in the CGIAR can be grouped into the following categories: 
l Ex-ante evaluation (or ex-ante impact assessment)--evaluation of the likely effects 
(outputs and outcomes) of alternative activities. 
l Performance reviews--input, process, and output evaluation geared towards 
generating information on progress in attaining goals and on ways of improving 
performance. 
l Impact assessments--ex-post evaluation of outcome and impact. 
At the center level ex-anfe evaluation is conducted in conjunction with a center’s 
strategic planning and priority-setting processes. This is done both in a self-study fashion (by 
the center), as well as through external bodies (such as TAC or external strategy review teams 
made up of NARS representatives or others) which comment on the proposed priorities and 
plans. 
In recent years the centers have placed increasing emphasis on performance reviews. 
These take various forms: institute-wide self studies, internal program reviews, and peer 
reviews (also called “internally commissioned external reviews”). The external program and 
management reviews commissioned on behalf of the CGIAR also provide feedback to the 
board and management on ways of improving the center’s performance. 
Only a few centers have conducted comprehensive impact assessments of their 
activities. The attention to impact analysis and the quality of the assessments varies widely 
throughout the System. The general trend across the System, however, is in the direction of 
increasing emphasis on impact assessment. 3 
3 Several descriptions of ex-post and ex-ante impact assessments by the centers can be found in David 
Lee, et. al., eds, Assessina the lmcact of International Agricultural Research o Sustainable Deve op ent 
(Proceedings from a Symposium at Cornell University, Ithaca, 1991). The eipiriences of CIMMA, :AT, 
CIP, ICRISAT, IRRI and IITA are particularly noteworthy. Collinson provides a summary of the results 
from impact assessments by the centers. See: Collinson, Michael and E. Tollens, “The impact of the 
3 
At the System-level ex-ante evaluation takes place in conjunction with the five-yearly 
priority and strategy studies conducted by TAC. The last priority study conducted attempted to 
quantify the effect of investments in alternative research and research related activities on 
CGIAR goals utilizing a quantitative priority-setting model.4 
Performance reviews at the level of the CGIAR include external program and 
management reviews of centers, inter-center or “stripe” reviews of commodities or activities 
(such as rice research, training, farming systems research) and “system reviews” of the 
CGIAR? 
0 ternal program and management reviews are conducted on a five-yearly schedule 
through separately constituted independent panels of experts for each review. 
These reviews provide a monitoring of the institutional health and contributions of a 
center from both a retrospective and prospective perspective. The panels comment 
on the continuing appropriateness of a center’s mandate, its outputs ,and impact, 
strategies and plans, organization and leadership, and how efficiently it manages its 
resources (such as human resources, finance, facilities, and information). These 
reviews aim to provide a comprehensive picture of a center’s contributions and 
strengths as well as its weaknesses and make recommendations for improving the 
overall performance of the institution. 
l There is no uniform model for conducting inter-center reviews, which can be 
undertaken by an external panel or an internal study team; nor is there a regular 
schedule for organizing them. Recent examples include the Inter-Center Rice 
Review discussed by the CGIAR in 1993 and the upcoming stripe review of roots 
and tubers research and the studies on policy and management and natural 
resource management research. Inter-center reviews aim to improve the System’s 
performance in an area that cuts across some or all centers by commenting mainly 
on outputs and impact, the strategy in use, and sharing of responsibilities and 
coordination of the System-wide effort. 
l There have been two System reviews conducted in the CGIAR, the first one five 
and the second ten years after it was established. These reviews have focused on 
the future need for and the scope of the CGIAR, the balance among activities it 
supports, and mechanisms for mana ing the System and the centers, in particular, 
procedures for allocating resources. B Following the Second Review and the CGIAR 
Impact Study (see below), the CGIAR abandoned the commissioning of 
comprehensive System reviews in favor of assessments of specific aspects of the 
System. Thus, a TAC-led study on the options for expanding the CGIAR made 
recommendations for broadening the CGIAR’s overall mandate (to include forestry 
International Agricultural Centres: Measurement, Quantification and Interpretation” Fxperimem 
Agriculture, (1994), vol 30. 
4 Gryseels, Guido, “Ex-Ante Impact Assessment and Priority-Setting in the CGIAR” in Lee. et.a/. 
’ Ozgediz, Selcuk, “Organization and Management of the CGIAR System: A Review”, Public 
Administration and Development, vol 13, 1993. 
6 CGIAR, Report of the Review Committee, Washington, DC., 1977; CGIAR, Second Review of the 
CGIAR, Washington, D.C., 1981. 
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and fisheries) and for inclusion within the CGIAR of five additional institutions.7 
Subsequent studies examined the CGIAR’s vision’ and its long-term governance 
and financing structure.g 
To date the CGIAR has commissioned one major impact study at the System level. 
Conducted during 1984-86, this study examined the contributions of the centers to food 
production, new farming methods, cap:city building in developing countries, safeguarding 
genetic diversity, and policy analysis. 
Evaluation Roles 
and Remonsibilities 
At the center level the boards provide general oversight on both programs and 
management. Either the whole board or the members of its Program Committee often 
participate in internal program reviews. Boards also take part in priority setting and strategic 
planning exercises.. 
The leadership to initiate all three forms of evaluation rests with center management. 
Although centers approach evaluation tasks differently, there is strengthened emphasis across 
the System on internally commissioned external reviews (such as peer reviews). As noted 
earlier, several centers have also strengthened their ex-ante and ex-post impact evaluation 
activities. 
At the Svstem level TAC carries the key responsibility for ex-ante evaluation, as TAC’s 
mandate includes “recommending medium and long-term strategies and priorities for the 
CGIAR.“” TAC carries out this task in close collaboration with CGIAR centers and other 
institutions. 
System level responsibilities for performance evaluation are shared among TAC and the 
CGIAR Secretariat. TAC carries the responsibility to “evaluate the quality and relevance of 
CGIAR institute research and research related programs (External Program Reviews) and 
monitoring compliance with approved plans and CGIAR priorities.” ‘* TAC also has the 
responsibility to commission inter-center reviews and studies on program issues and advise the 
CGIAR on resource allocation matters. 
The CGIAR Secretariat carries a complementary responsibility to organize external 
management reviews of the centers. This parallel activity emerged from the recommendations 
’ TAC Secretariat, A Possible FxDansion of the CGIAR, FAO, Rome, 1990. 
’ Conway, Gordon, et. a/. Sustainable Agriculture for a Food Secure World-A Vision for International 
Agricultural Research, Swedish Agency for Research Cooperation with Developing Countries, Stockholm, 
1994. 
’ Winkel, Klaus, et. al., Report of the Study Panel on t e CGIAR’s Long-Term Governance and Financinq 
Structure, CGIAR Secretariat, Washington, D.C., 199:. 
lo Anderson, Jock, et. a/. Science and Food: The CGIAR and Its Partners, CGIAR, Washington, D.C., 
1988. . . 
” McCalla, Alex, Proposed Revrsrons in the Structure and Ooe at’na Mechanisms of the Technical 
Advisorv Committee of the CGIAR, Washington, D.C., CGIAR Aeiretariat, 1989. 
‘* Ibid. 
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of the Second Review of the CGIAR. Following a period of separately commissioned external 
program reviews and external management reviews, in 1991 TAC and the CGIAR Secretariat 
combined the two reviews into a jointly commissioned external program and management 
review conducted by a single panel. The planning, organization, and follow-up of the external 
program and management reviews are handled cooperatively by TAC and the CGIAR 
Secretariat.13 
With respect to impact assessments at the System level, the first terms-of-reference of 
TAC included the responsibility for “advising the Consultative Group on the effectiveness of 
specific existing international research programs.“‘4 The current definition of basic functions of 
TAC includes “evaluating quality and relevance” of all CGIAR-supported activities, which 
includes their impact. TAC often discusses impact assessments within the framework of priority 
setting and external reviews. However, on balance, TAC has been involved more with the 
“performance evaluation” aspect described above than the impact assessment dimension. 
The CGIAR Secretariat has played a facilitating role in System-level impact assessment. 
The previously mentioned CGIAR Impact Study was coordinated through the CGIAR 
Secretariat and the Secretariat has served as a depository of impact information since the 
completion of the Impact Study. A Secretariat Science Adviser has served as a link with the 
centers about the impact studies completed or underway and a focal point for facilitating 
exchange of information on the CGIAR’s impact. 
Finally, two other System level actors play significant roles related to the evaluation 
function in general and impact evaluation in particular. The first is the CGIAR Oversight 
Committee which, among others, carries the responsibility to “...ascertain if the system has in 
place a set ofgolicies and instruments...that are conducive to an effective and efficient 
operation...” ’ These “policies and instruments” include the System’s and the centers’ 
evaluation mechanisms. 
The second actor is actually a group of actors concerned with the public awareness and 
resource mobilization efforts within the CGIAR and include the Public Awareness Association 
(PAA), PARC, and the CGIAR Finance Committee. All three are strongly supportive of 
intensified efforts to demonstrate the impact of the CGIAR, so that a stronger case can be 
made in mobilizing resources. 
Needs and Gam 
A recent questionnaire survey, carried out by the CGIAR and TAC Secretariats, probing 
the reactions of CGIAR centers and members to proposed revisions to external program and 
management reviews provides some data on the perceived weaknesses of the System’s 
I3 A “Policy Group on Reviews” provides overall guidance to the joint effort of TAC and te CGIAR 
Secretariat. TAC’s Standing Committee on External Reviews serves as a focal point for planning the 
reviews commissioned by the System. Day-today coordination of the review effort is facilitated through 
an Inter-Secretariat Working Group on Reviews. 
:: Baum, Warren, Partners Against Hunger, Washington, D.C., World Bank, 1986, p. 214. 
ReDort of the First Meeting of the CGIAR Oversiaht Committee, CGIAR Secretariat, Washington, D.C., 
1993. 
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evaluation activities. Much of the following description is based on a summary of the results of 
this survey. l6 
While agreeing with the overall purposes of the external reviews, the CGIAR members 
suggested that reviews should place greater emphasis on: 
l standardized, quantified assessment of impact; 
l assessment of System-wide programs; 
l cost effectiveness of centers’ operations; and, 
l views of NARS on the centers’ contributions. 
They also made the following suggestions with respect to review processes: 
l increasing efforts to ensure panel independence and competence; 
l reducing the length of the review reports; 
l improving the processes for involving NARS in external reviews; and, 
l increasing consideration of centers’ internal review processes. 
Like the donors, the centers were in general agreement with the purposes of the 
external reviews. They endorsed the need for an independent assessment of their work and 
saw the reviews as a vehicle for ensuring accountability. They noted, however, that in 
assessing scientific quality, reviews should rely more on the processes in place at the centers 
for maintaining quality of their research work. 
The survey of the centers probed specifically about their impact assessment efforts. All 
centers reported having carried out some ex-ante and some ex-post impact assessments, 
although few conduct these on an ongoing basis. The most frequently cited example of impact 
assessment was on training, where most centers indicated they have developed trainee 
databases and they periodically undertake surveys of their former trainees to ascertain the 
impact of their training activities. 
It is useful to note the difficulties most frequently mentioned by the centers as obstacles 
to impact assessments: 
l high cost in terms of staff resources and direct expenses; 
l the difficulty of separating the center’s impact from those of NARS and other 
collaborating agencies (i.e., “ownership” of the impact); 
l the complex nature of interactions among factors influencing technology adoption 
and use, where research generated outputs are but one element; 
l availability and reliability of statistical information; 
l lack of sound methodologies for assessing impact in areas such as management of 
natural resources and public policy research; 
l heavy dependence of impact assessment studies on a scarce resource, i.e., well- 
trained NARS scientists. 
I6 Inter-Secretariat Working Group on Reviews, Redesianina the CG R s Review Processes: A Proaress 
Repon (Discussion Draft), CGIAR Secretariat, Washington, D.C., 19:. ’ 
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The responses of the donors and centers to this survey, coupled with the suggestions 
made by various CGIAR committees and study groups17 about the System’s evaluation 
activities, point to needs for change in each of the three types of evaluation noted earlier. 
Ex-ante evaluation. The need is to improve further the priority setting and planning 
approaches used at the center and the System level. Advances in this area will depend on the 
progress that can be made in two areas. First, there is need to develop, in a coordinated 
fashion, the databases that are needed by the centers and the System for sound ex-ante 
evaluation. Second, there is need to build a strong ex-post impact assessment capacity, 
because ex-ante impact assessment suffers from many of the same types of methodological 
difficulties as ex-post impact assessment.‘* 
Performance reviews. The TAC Chair briefed the CGIAR at the October 1994 meeting 
about the changes planned in the CGIAR’s external review processes, as a follow-up to the 
above mentioned survey of CGIAR centers and members. The major thrusts of these changes 
are as follows: 
l having panels assess how well centers assess impact and summarize the 
information available on impact--to the extent this would be possible with the data 
provided by the center and other sources; 
l basing CGIAR external reviews more strongly on objective and credible external 
assessments commissioned by the centers, such as peer reviews of programs--a 
capacity which also requires strengthening; 
l strengthening methods for assessing center-NARS interactions; 
l streamlining the conduct of the center reviews and the presentation of the findings; 
l redesigning inter-center reviews to meet the evaluation requirements of system-wide 
CGIAR programs. 
Impact assessment. A much strengthened impact assessment capability would not 
only fill the voids noted above in connection with ex-ante evaluation and performance reviews, it 
would also generate information useful for raising public awareness about the CGIAR and its 
centers and for mobilizing resources. 
The Oversight Committee, the Study Panel on Governance and Finance, and PARC 
emphasized the need to develop systematic and continuous processes for impact assessment. 
” These include mainly the CGIAR Finance Committee, Oversight Committee, PARC, PAA, TAC Standing 
Committee on External Reviews, the Inter-Secretariat Working Group on Reviews, and the CGIAR Study 
Panel on Governance and Finance. 
‘* The issue here is establishing causality. Successful ex-posf impact assessment would show the 
benefits from different types of investments in international agricultural research and the causal 
relationships between the different types of research input and developmental and other goals. To, the 
extent that these causal relationships are in the form of universal generalizations, they can help in 
estimating the !il&y benefits from future activities that are under consideration. 
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This implies putting in place structures and processes which will yield impact information at 
center, program/project, and System level on a continuous basis. 
One of the basic lessons emerging from the 1984-86 CGIAR impact study was that 
impact assessment would be more efficient if the data needed for the assessments were to be 
built into research projects and programs at the time of planning and design, and updated on a 
regular basis, rather than trying to re-create them after-the-fact. This would require establishing 
and maintaining some databases on the most common indicators of the CGIAR’s impact at both 
the center and the System level.lg There are four critical implications of this in terms of the type 
of System-wide effort that may need to be mounted: 
l that such an effort needs to be closely tied to the centers’ own efforts on impact 
assessment: 
l that there is need to generate information about the collective impact of the System 
at a regional or global level, in addition to information about the impact of each 
center; 
l that comparability of impact information generated by or for the centers would 
facilitate reaching System-wide generalizations; 
l that there is need to monitor and facilitate the centers’ progress in strengthening 
their impact assessment activities to ensure that System-wide efforts are not held 
back because of uneven progress on this subject among the centers. 
Oraanizational ImDlications 
The foregoing suggests that all three evaluation activities noted above need 
strengthening. In the case of performance reviews proposals have been drawn up for 
improving their efficiency and effectiveness, particularly those of the external program and 
management reviews of centers, and the CGIAR has endorsed them. Organizationally, this 
implies continuing with present arrangements for commissioning periodic external reviews of 
the centers. 
In the case of ex-anfe and ex-post impact assessment strengthening is necessary in 
two fronts: 
l database development to meet the needs for basic information for impact 
assessment at the center and the System level; and, 
l expanding the System’s capacity to produce authoritative studies on the impact of 
the CGIAR and its centers utilizing these databases and other sources. 
” Herdt and Lynam provide a useful illustrative list of types of impact-related data which would need to be 
generated over time for a fictitious national maize improvement program in a developing country. See: 
Robert W. Herdt and John K. Lynam, .“Sustainable Development and the Changing Needs of International 
Agricultural Research” in Lee, a eds. Assessina the lmoact of International Aaricultural Research foe 
Sustainable Development, Ithaca, N.Y., Cornell University, 1992. 
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A System-wide effort is necessary in database development because it is more 
efficient for the System to carry out this function in a coordinated and systematic manner than 
in an uncoordinated, decentralized fashion. Mounting a System-wide initiative in this area 
would avoid duplication at the center-level, promote learning from each other, and generate 
compatible data sets that can satisfy multiple needs. 
Database development would need to emphasize information needed for means --+ 
ends analyses in ex-ante and ex-post impact studies. This requires capturing information on 
jnputs as well as outputs. The information on inputs would need to cover both agricultural 
research inputs, as well as other inputs with potential influence on the ends-so that the means 
-+ ends analysis can differentiate between the relative effects of research and other inputs. 
Similarly, the information on outputs would need to cover both the intended and unintended 
effects of research at different stages--from various forms of uptake of research results to their 
ultimate impact on target groups or objects (e.g., farmers, environment, society, economy, etc.) 
There is already an ongoing activity within the System, called “CGIAR Systemwide 
Agricultural Research Indicators Initiative” and coordinated by ISNAR and IFPRI, which could 
serve as the nucleus of the suggested database development effort. The existing initiative 
would need to be expanded to incorporate all partners who can make significant contributions 
to the collective undertaking and who would be among the major users of its outputs (e.g., 
centers, the CGIAR and TAC Secretariat, FAO, World Bank, donor agencies, NARS, etc.). 
Organizationally, the database development effort would be a “Systemwide initiative” 
similar to CGIAR-wide research programs--except that the initiative would be akin to a “decision 
support system” serving the entire CGIAR community. System level ex-ante impact 
assessment would continue to be coordinated by TAC, as TAC carries the responsibility to to 
recommend priorities and strategies to the CGIAR. Availability of the above-mentioned 
databases could be of much value to TAC, as would analytic inputs emerging from such an 
inter-center mechanism (as an adjunct to TAC’s own analytic efforts). 
Expanding the System’s ex-post impact assessment capacity and outputs is 
necessary because the System’s existing capacities have not generated a steady stream of 
impact studies needed by the CGIAR, both as evidence of the usefulness of the donors’ 
investments in the CGIAR & as a measure of accountability which can guide future 
investment decisions. The database development initiative noted above would certainly help 
expand the CGIAR’s ex-post impact assessment capacity over the long-term. However, this 
initiative would focus more on generating information which can be used in impact assessments 
than conducting comprehensive studies of ex-post impact. Additionally, because of its inter- 
center nature, the initiative would not have the externality that is expected of all forms of 
evaluation, even if it possessed professional competencies needed for carrying out such 
studies. 
Impact assessment capacities and outputs need to be expanded both at the center and 
the System level. Organizationally this could be accomplished in one of two ways: 
l asking TAC to take the lead in a major drive to strengthen and expand ex-post 
impact assessment throughout the System; or, 
IO 
l establishing a separate authority with sufficient institutional power and resources to 
generate rapid results throughout the System. 
The Ministerial-Level Meeting held at Lucerne favored moving along the lines of the 
second approach. As noted earlier, the phrase used was ’ . ..establishing an independent 
evaluation function reporting to the CGIAR as a whole.” 
This approach offers the following advantages: 
l A separate entity provides an opportunity for rapid progress, unencumbered with 
other system functions. 
l It allows the strengthening of the impact assessment function in a protected fashion, 
in much the same way “infant industries” are offered protection in some countries at 
early stages of their development,. 
l It provides the System with a special-purpose technical oversight entity in an area 
where there is strong pressure for quick action, as a technical extension of the role 
played in the System by the Oversight Committee. 
l Entrusting this role to an independent entity enhances the CGIAR’s credibility, in 
much the same way having an independent TAC strengthens the image of the 
System. 
There are also some clear disadvantages: 
l Having a separate entity would undermine the authority of TAC, as TAC has a 
responsibility for evaluating the quality and relevance of CGIAR supported activities. 
l A separate effort would lead to added bureaucracy in the System, adding to the 
already large number of committees and task forces. 
l Having two independent CGIAR entities would be confusing to the outside 
audiences of the CGIAR, generating an image of inefficiency in the System. 
There is no easy was to reconcile these opposing arguments as each has its strong 
merits. In the final analysis the choice is the CGIAR’s, which has indicated its preference in 
favor of the separate entity option. 
This choice follows two recent trends in the CGIAR which relate to the role of TAC in the 
System. 
First, with the establishment of the Oversight, Finance and the Steering Committees, the 
CGIAR has decided to directly handle a number of system management tasks through sub- 
committees of itself, instead of having them handled by TAC. This has proven to be healthy for 
the long-term viability of the CGIAR because first hand engagement of CGIAR donors with 
issues faced by the System has increased their appreciation of and commitment to the CGIAR. 
Establishment of the Oversight and Finance Committees has not led to a redefinition of the role 
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of TAC, as TAC is expected to continue playing a strong technical advisory role in all aspects of 
the CGIAR’s work. 
Second, the CGIAR has recently established a number of committees and task forces to 
carry out activities on technical, substantive subjects which fall within the broad mandate of 
TAC (e.g., committees on genetic resources, sustainability, ecoregionality, intellectual property 
rights, NGOs, private sector,etc.) This strategy is enabling the CGIAR to broaden its 
partnerships within the global agricultural research community, infuse fresh thinking into the 
System, and speed decision-making. None of these initiatives have led to a redua in the 
authority of TAC, as they are built as mechanisms that supplement, not replace, the work of 
TAC. At the same time, however, they imply that the CGIAR does not consider TAC to have an 
exclusive right to provide technical advice to the CGIAR. 
Thus, the establishment of a new independent body to oversee the CGIAR’s work on 
impact assessment should be seen in the context of these broad changes that have been 
taking place in the System over the past few years. As in the cases noted above, TAC’s 
responsibilities would remain unchanged in the evaluation area. When it becomes operational, 
the new entity would work in close collaboration with TAC, which would help minimize potential 
conflicts. 
ODerational Questims 
Establisment of a new entity raises a number of operational questions involving its 
terms-of-reference (TOR), size, mode of appointment, location, name, reporting and working 
relationships, and funding arrangements. These are addressed below. 
Terms-of-reference. The entity could be assigned the following responsibilities: 
7. to provide oversight and guidance to impact assessment activities within the CGIAR, 
including the area of impact assessment methodologies, and recommend 
appropriate CGIAR or center action; 
2. to generate or ensure the generation of comprehensive and up-to-date information 
on the impact of the CGlAR as a System in close collaboration with the centers, 
TAC, and partner institutions; 
3. to facilitate the strengthening of the System’s impact assessment capacities. 
Operationally, upon its establishment, the entity would be expected to: 
l devise an impact assessment strategy and plan for the CGIAR (see Annex B for a 
discussion of a suggested impact assessment strategy); 
l oversee the implementation of the plan; and, 
l periodically report to the CGIAR on progress and findings. 
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Size. The envisaged role does not require a large entity, particularly in the light of the 
suggested System-wide database development initiative, which would operate as a related but 
separate effort. The ideal size would be two individuais, a respected leader recognized for 
her/his authority on the role of agricultural research and a similarly prominent associate with 
strong technical skills in the area of impact assessment. 
Mode of appointment. The process used in appointing the TAC Chair provides an 
example of how the leader of the entity could be appointed, i.e., through a search and selection 
process coordinated by the Cosponsors and for a fixed period. In this case a three-year initial 
appointment would provide a sufficient period to demonstrate the effectiveness of the 
undertaking, which the CGIAR could assess at the end of this period. The second member of 
the entity would also be appointed by the Cosponsors, in consultation with the chosen leader. 
Location. The most important criterion on this is independence from the CGIAR’s 
operations. Location might be dictated by the arrangements that would be made with the 
leader of the entity, who would most likely undertake this task on a less than full-time basis. 
This implies placing the entity where the leader of the function is located. It would be desirable 
to have the second member work on a full-time basis, preferably at the same location as the 
leader. 
Name. The name of the entity could refer either to the unit or to the head of the unit. 
The following are some options that could be considered: 
l CGIAR Impact Assessment Panel 
l CGIAR Impact Assessment Unit 
l Auditor General of the CGIAR 
l Chief Evaluator, CGIAR 
Reporting and working relationships. It was decided at the CGIAR Ministerial-Level 
Meeting that the function would report to the CGIAR’s committee of the whole, just as TAC 
does. It would report to the Chairman of the CGIAR between the meetings of the CGIAR. 
The entity would have an independent status, i.e., it would establish its own work 
program and produce outputs it deems necessary within the confines of its terms-of-reference. 
Working relationships with the Oversight Committee, other CGIAR committees and task forces, 
TAC, and the centers would be established mutually. Given its broad oversight responsibilities 
in the impact assessment area, the entity would work closely with the System-wide impact 
database development initiative. 
Funding arrangements. The cost of the unit would be covered by the CGIAR’s 
cosponsors as a System overhead in the same manner as TAC. A planning figure of US$O.5 
million/year could be used for the initial operating costs of the entity. The costs of major 
commissioned studies are not included in this figure. The cost picture would be clarified when 
the entity develops its strategy and operational plan. It is assumed that, for the time being, the 
System-wide impact database development initiative would continue to be funded through the 
centers. 
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Condusms 
Evaluation strengthens accountability and promotes learning, which together lead to 
better decisions and higher performance. Although the CGIAR has traditionally placed heavy 
emphasis on evaluation, the primary focus of this effort has been on performance improvement 
through external program and management reviews, not assessments of impact. Until recent 
years the System’s finances had not put pressures on the centers and the CGIAR to justify their 
existence through demonstration of their impact. The CGIAR and the centers are now realizing 
that a renewed focus on impact assessment is essential. 
Strengthening impact assessment in the CGIAR requires a two-pronged approach. 
First, a System-wide effort is necessary in impact database development as an essential input 
to ex-ante and ex-post impact assessment at the center and the System level. Further 
strengthening an existing initiative in this area should be given priority over initiating a new one. 
Second, there is a need to provide focussed leadership, guidance, oversight, and support to 
impact assessment throughout the System. The CGIAR has decided to provide this focus by 
establishing a new independent entity which would work alongside TAC and the Oversight 
Committee. Although establishing a new entity raises some questions of conflict with TAC, 
these can be avoided through close interaction between them. 
The new entity will have fulfilled its principal mandate when impact assessment 
capacities and outputs are expanded significantly throughout the System. As one of the 
reasons for establishing a separate unit is the “infant industry” argument, when the function is 
no longer an “infant” the CGIAR should assess the continuing need for such an entity. 
Excluding the costs of the Secretariats attributable to evaluation-related activities, the 
CGIAR spends less than 0.5 percent of its operational budget annually on system-driven 
evaluation activities like external program and management reviews and inter-center reviews. 
The World Bank, in comparison, spends about 1 percent of its administrative budget on the 
OED. Were the CGIAR to allocate an extra $0.5 million (or even $1.0 million) a year to impact 
assessment, its spending on external evaluation would still be under 1 .O percent of its operating 
budget. An even higher proportion than 1.0 percent can be justified in the case of the CGIAR 
because, unlike other organizations with assured funding, the CGIAR’s survival depends on 
demonstration of its continued relevance and effectiveness. 
Thus, allocating additional funds to evaluation would be money well spent. An emphasis 
on impact evaluation, coupled with a streamlined performance review system, would make the 
CGIAR an even better investment in development than it already is. 
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Annex A 
BACKGROUND ON TYPES OF EVALUATION 
The dictionary defines evaluation as “ascertaining or fixing the value or worth of” the 
object being evaluated. When this object is a project, program, policy, or an institution, 
evaluation involves judging the value of the results in terms of intended (and unintended) goals 
and objectives, and in reference to the resources put in to generate them.. 
Evaluation is conducted not for the sake of generating interesting information, but for 
strengthening accountability and for improved decisionmaking. Making the results available to 
stakeholders reinforces accountability. The learning that results from evaluation enables 
managers take more informed decisions. 
The accountability dimension of the evaluation of publicly funded programs such as the 
CGIAR is quite important. The public goods generated by these programs are not subject to 
the valuation mechanisms and the discipline of the marketplace; and their clients and 
beneficiaries (such as the national agricultural research institutions in developing countries and 
poor farmers) are not powerful enough to have their opinions about them make a difference in 
the way these programs are run.2o In these circumstances, evaluation activities also serve as a 
“surrogate market mechanism,” by demonstrating how useful (or not useful) the program has 
been to its clients and beneficiaries. 
Evaluation is conducted also for purposes other than reinforcing accountabilities. The 
following is a description of most types of evaluation carried out by public agencies. 
Formative vs. summative evaluation. Formative evaluation aims at improving and 
strengthening the program2’ being evaluated. It focuses on inputs, processes, structures, 
implementation mechanisms, quality, etc., to identify ways of further enhancing performance 
and effectiveness. Summative evaluation, on the other hand, is conducted upon the completion 
of the program for examining its results and effects. 
would be a form of summative evaluation.22 
Ex-post impact assessments, for example, 
*’ In market situations, clients can “exit” (i.e., refrain from purchasing the product) or “voice” their opinions 
about the product when they feel strongly about change. See: A. Hirschman, bit. Voice and Loy&y 
(Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 1970) and S. Paul, Accountabilitv in Public Services (World Bank, 
WPS 614, Washington, 1991.) 
*’ Heretofore the term “program” is used to refer to the object being evaluated, which could be a project, 
% 
rogram, policy, or an institution-such as a CGIAR center or the CGIAR System as a whole. 
For further examples of formative and summative evaluation see W. Trochim, “Developing and 
Evaluation Culture for international Agricultural Research” in David Lee, et.al., eds, Assessina the Impact 
of International Agricultural Research for Sustainable Development (Proceedings from a Symposium at 
Cornell University, Ithaca, 1991). Use of formative and process evaluation in the health field is described 
in: Dehar, M., Casswell, S. and P. Duignan, “Formative and Process Evaluation of Health Promotion and 
Disease Prevention Programs”, EvaluationReview, Vol 17, No. 2, 1993. 
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Input vs. process vs. output evaluation. Many public agencies carry out evaluation of 
inputs for accreditation or other purposes. 
evaluation. 23 
Output evaluation is another name for summative 
The term process evaluation is sometimes used to refer to re-engineering, 
benchmarking or other studies aimed towards generating improvements in the processes used 
for transforming inputs into outputs. 
Output vs. outcome evaluation. These terms draw a distinction between the immediate 
results of a program (its direct outputs, such as a new technology) and its ultimate effects (such 
as on farmers, the environment, and the society at large).24 The distinction is particularly 
important for international agricultural research programs where the direct outputs of these 
programs are but one of the inputs to the work of national agricultural research institutions in 
developing countries and, therefore, the eventual impact of an international agricultural 
research program on beneficiaries and target objects depends also on action by these other 
actors. In many cases the national institutions work in partnership with international centers 
and contribute to the generation of both the outputs and outcomes. 
Ex-ante vs. ex-post evaluation. Ex-ante evaluation of a program examines the likely 
effects (outputs and outcomes) of a planned activity before implementation starts. Ex-post 
assessments are carried out after the implementation is completed. The former is geared 
towards examining the key evidence and arguments in support of or against a planned activity, 
as a way of applying stringent tests of justification. The latter helps document the outputs and 
impact of the completed activity so that whatever is learned can help the institution reach better 
decisions in the future. 
There are three distinguishing features of these various types of evaluation: 
0 when the evaluation is conducted, i.e., 
before the start of implementation (or during program design); 
during implementation; or 
after the completion of the program. 
0 what the evaluation focuses on, i.e., 
efficiency of inputs and processes; 
actual outputs and impacts. 
probable future impacts. 
0 the purposes of the evaluation, i.e., 
to improve program design; 
to improve program performance; 
to generate information about outcomes and effects as an aid to further 
decision-making. 
23 Francis G. Caro, Readinas in Evaluation Research (Russell-Sage, New York, 1971), pp. 2-3. 
24 This distinction was emphasized by the CGIAR Study Panel on Governance and Finance. See: CGIAR, 
Reoort of the Study Panel on the CGIAR’s Long-Term Governance and Financing Structure (CGIAR 
Secretariat, Washington, D.C., 1994) 
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0 who conducts the evaluation, i.e., 
self evaluation by board, management and staff; 
internally-commissioned external evaluation; 
externally-commissioned and conducted evaluation. 
Figure A-l below illustrates the various types of evaluation in terms their timing and 
main focus. A lag is shown following program completion as there is often a delay in the 
transformation of direct outputs into impacts (such as in the case of the national agricultural 
research systems further refining the technology generated by a CGIAR center before it is 
released for use by the farmers.)25 The figure also includes “monitoring” as a form of evaluation 
that takes place during program implementation. 
Figure A-l. Types of Evaluation for Finite Projects or Programs 
Planning implementation Post-Implementation 
e-G 
e+ 
WLUl-4 
I 
- tzwante - input evaluation 4 - outcome or 
evaluation - process evaluation 
- monitoring 
tEX-JMW* 
evaluation 
- output evaluation 
25 In a similar visual presentation, George Psacharopoulos refers to this lag as “gestation period” for 
education projects. See: Psacharopoulos, G., “Tracking the Performance of Education Programs: 
Evaluation indicators,” Paper presented at the Conference on Evaluation and Development, Washington, 
D.C., World Bank, December 5-6, 1994. 
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Figure A-Z. Types of Evaluation for Continuing Projects or Programs 
Planning Planning 
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A Implementation > 
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evaluation evaluation 
- output - output 
evaluation evaluation 
- Output evaluation - Output evaluation 
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impact evaluation impact evaluation 
Most definitions of evaluation refer to a project or a program with time-bound objectives 
and a finite life. In such cases the differences between input/process evaluation and 
output/impact evaluation are pronounced because there is a point at which the project or 
program ends, signaling the possibility of starting the latter type of evaluation. The situation for 
programs of a continuinq nature is different because there is no clear point at which the 
program would come to a close. In such cases there may be some milestones which could 
serve as trigger points for the start of output/impact evaluation. In general, however, for 
continuing programs the distinctions between input/process and output/impact evaluation are 
more blurred because of the somewhat arbitrary nature of the starting point for output/impact 
evaluation. As a result, clients of evaluation studies on continuing programs expect to see both 
types of assessment information in the evaluation reports. This situation is illustrated in Figure 
A-2 above. 
L 
. 
18 
Annex B 
A SUGGESTED IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
STRATEGY FOR THE CGIAR 
There are two main reasons for the paucity of credible impact assessments in the 
CGIAR: (1) the difficulty of defining and measuring the outcomes of CGIAR activities in a 
reliable and valid manner; and, (2) the difficulty of separating the CGIAR’s effects from those of 
other interventions and changes (i.e., the “attribution problem”). 26 These apply equally to 
studies of ex-ante and ex-post impact. Some people are skeptical of the value of impact 
studies because of the inherent difficulties in finding cost-effective solutions to these 
methodological problems. Since the impact of an action, in the purest sense, refers to the 
difference in two situations (or states of the world), one with and the other without the action 
(&with the assumption of no change in other variables), the skeptics contend that reaching 
valid conclusions on the impact of development actions such as scientific research is close to 
impossible, and that the best one should hope for is an approximation of impact. For this 
reason, most evaluations focus on outputs, inputs and processes (as do the performance 
reviews conducted in the CGIAR) and less on outcomes. 
There are two answers to this methodological dilemma. The first is to define outcomes 
not only in terms of the ultimate impact on end target groups (such as farmers and the 
environment), but also in terms of jntermediate imoacts (such as the extent to which a CGIAR 
technology is used by the farmers in a given country). This is entirely justified because, in the 
final analysis, a CGIAR output begins to “exert influence” on the world even before it is fully 
completed (such as through journal articles). The process of impact generation continues after 
the dissemination of the output through various stages until changes are realized on end target 
groups. The uptake of technology generated by the CGIAR by intermediate users can be used 
as a measure of intermediate impact. 
The second answer to the methodological dilemma is to rely on more than one model or 
approach in assessing impacts. Using several social science approaches together can help 
compensate for the weaknesses of individual approaches and provide a means of cross- 
validating their results. These approaches could include the following in the case of the CGIAR. 
0 Impact of the CGlAR on selected countries. This would involve taking a case 
study approach to impact analysis. Detailed studies would examine the t&! 
impact of the CGIAR activities (i.e., across all centers), over time, in key 
countries (such as Indonesia, Egypt, Kenya, Philippines, Thailand, India, 
Colombia, Brazil, etc.). Conducted through contracts to universities or 
individuals, the studies could utilize similar methodologies to enable 
generalizations beyond the country under study. The studies would focus on a 
26 The first is a measurement problem which is not particularly different from validity and reliability 
problems faced in measuring other development activities. The second relates to what Campbell and 
Stanley call “internal validity” and “external validity” of experimental and quasi-experimental designs. See: 
Donald T. Campbell and Julian C. Stanley, Exoerimental and Quasi-Fxoerimental Desians for Research, 
Chicago: Rand McNally, 1963. 
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range of impacts, including institutional, policy, genetic resources conservation, 
technology, etc. areas. 
0 Impact of the CGlAR on selected ecoregions. Similar to the country studies, 
these case studies could document the effects of CGIAR activities on each key 
ecoregion. A primary focus would be on impact on the environment and on 
policies for managing natural resources in the ecoregion. 
0 Impact of individual CGlAR centers. This would be conducted essentially by and 
through the centers. The central impact assessment efforts could help generate 
uniformity in the assessment of impact by the various centers, thereby facilitating 
aggregation across centers. In most cases, the impact of individual centers 
would depend on the impact of the major components of each center’s work 
(such as separate commodity programs being managed by the center.) 
a impact of CGIAR-wide programs. The impact of each system-wide program 
could be assessed through, or in collaboration with, the body responsible for 
coordinating the system-wide program. As in the previous cases, the impact 
assessment entity could try to enhance the comparability of the impact 
information across programs.27 
a Impact on science. The CGIAR’s contributions to science could be assessed 
through citation analysis and related techniques. Each center could maintain a 
cumulative record of the scientific impact of the work of their scientists since the 
center’s founding, including the work of the scientists who may since have 
departed. 
The first four of these assessments, when aggregated to the CGIAR level, would help 
generate a separate estimate of the total impact of the System globally. Each estimate would 
be based on a different perspective of the CGIAR’s activities. And each perspective would be 
needed to satisfy other objectives as well. For example, center impact studies would be 
needed by individual centers, and country studies may be needed to generate additional 
support to the CGIAR from that country. 
Taking a multiple assessment approach requires an agreement on a broad evaluation 
strategy across the System, so that the evaluation efforts of each component are synchronized 
with those of others. A strategy such as the one given as example above can help identify the 
inputs needed from each component. In all likelihood the resulting division of labor would 
require that the centers assume responsibility for center and sub-center level impact 
assessments, and the CGIAR impact assessment entity coordinate multi-center impact studies, 
such as the country case studies. In any event, the impact assessment work in the System 
would be highly interdependent. 
27 There are a number of economic models that can be used for benefit and cost calculations of CGIAR 
research programs. See: Schuh, E.G. and H. Tollini, Costs and Benefits of Aaricultural Research: Tk 
State, World Bank Staff Working Paper 360, Washington, D.C., 1979. See also: Averch, 
Harvey, “Economic Approaches to the Evaluation of Research”, Evaluation Review, Vol 18, No. 1, 1994. 
